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such interference. Much less has our Government of
expressly limited, few, and simple functions, the right
to interfere by protecting some at the expense of others.
We stand upon higher ground than the Constitution
even; and we impugn the policy of legislating over much.
It is impossible however to forego our reliance upon the
second clause of the tenth section of the Constitution,
which according to the cotemporaneous testimony of
Luther Martin was purposely introduced to reserve to
the States individually the right of protecting their own
manufactures. It never has been acted on as yet, and
unless such be its object, the singular and absurd anomaly
of an unmeaning provision protrudes from our remark-
ably condensed Constitution. A strong recommendation
in favor of this construction is that it-is consonant with
reason and equity. If Massachusetts or Rhode Island
wish to protect their peculiar products, let them do so at
the expense of their own inhabitants, who have a common
interest in the measure, and not at that of the rest of the
Union, whose interests are adverse. You rest your De-
fence of the expediency of the Tariff upon the policy of
other nations. As they have restrictive measures in vogue,
therefore we must retaliate. This argument would have
much weight, urged to one of the individual States just
named, whose interests are homogeneous and in competi-
tion with foreigners. But at the South we have no com-
petitors, and if we had I trust would rather rely proudly
and independently upon our own exertions to beat them,
than invoke the aid of the General Government, particu-
larly when that aid would be rendered only upon dis-
putable authority, and at the cost of our Sister States.
If Congress could retaliate upon the Corn Laws of Eng^
land at the level expense of the whole U. S., then would

